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Green Guide to Specification Update  

Weightings Briefing Document Feedback Summary and Response 
 
 
Purpose of this note 
This document summarises the feedback received from the stakeholders in response 
to the Briefing Document distributed by BRE on 20 May 2005. The summarised 
feedback is presented by section to give a flavour of the comments received. Our 
response is given beneath in italics. Feedback was received both directly to us and 
also in summarised form from the Construction Products Association (CPA). This 
document does not aim to address each comment individually but does aim to cover 
all the points raised by one or in some cases more than one respondent.  
 
Project Timeline 
BRE, after having reviewed the feedback summarised below, do not feel that there 
are sufficient grounds to delay the project timeline at this point. It is our intention to 
commence the weightings exercise proper starting 15th August 2005 for a minimum 
of 3 weeks. 
 
Further Explanation 
What categories are they weighting? 
A specification can get C ratings in several impact categories but this doesn’t seem 
to be reflected in the result and it can still get an A Summary Rating. 
 
BRE:  

• The impact categories are given below and are described in the separate 
briefing note on characterisation.  If you require a copy visit 
www.bre.co.uk/greenguide. 

 
Abiotic depletion 
Global warming (GWP100) 
Ozone layer depletion (ODP) 
Human toxicity 
Fresh water aquatic ecotoxicity. 
Terrestrial ecotoxicity 
Photochemical oxidation 
Acidification 
Eutrophication 
Solid waste 
Radioactivity 
Minerals Extraction 
Water Extraction 

 
• The range of A-C ratings in each category is determined by the products 

being assessed and is not absolute. The normalisation stage where the 
impacts are compared with those of the average UK citizen, places the impact 
in the context of the real impact on the environment. For example if the worst 
performing product for eutrophication was still a tiny impact compared with 
the average UK citizen then although getting a C in that category, the effect 
on the overall impact is low and so the product could still get an A Summary 
Rating if it performed well in the remaining categories.  

 

http://www.bre.co.uk/greenguide
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The Weightings Approach 
Do not agree with weightings, not ISO compliant (14042:2000 clause 9 states 
‘weighting should not be used for comparative assertions disclosed to the public’) 
Happy with the approach. 
Process is value based (based on opinion rather than fact) 
Does not reflect wide opinion of society  
Approve of the method  
Weighting method should be consistent with goal and scope and transparent  
Prefer absolute rating in each category rather than a relative one.  
 
BRE: 

• ISO14042 states that weighting, as the final stage of an LCA study, should 
not be used to make to make comparative assertions.  BRE therefore 
recognise that the Green Guide to Specification, with its use of weighted 
Summary Ratings to compare specifications, is not ISO compliant.  The ISO 
does state however that weighting is an acceptable optional step in LCIA, but 
that the weighting stage should be consistent with the goal and scope of the 
LCA, the methodology should be transparent and that characterised and 
normalised data should also be available.  The demand for the Green Guide 
demonstrates the need from stakeholders for an easy to use, weighted 
scoring system for LCA comparisons and BRE therefore feel that the use of 
weightings is justified.  The Green Guide does allow users to compare 
specifications on the basis of particular impact category scores (normalised 
data), and the background LCA data is made available as Environmental 
Profiles wherever industry allows its release.  The weighting methodology will 
also be transparent. 

• BRE are not aiming to base the weightings solely on the opinion of society but 
instead aim to reflect the true importance of the impact on the environment 
and society. 

 
Proposed Method - Science 
Weightings not scientific 
Arbitrary  
Must be transparent  
Expert debate more effective? 
Conduct sensitivity analysis  
ABC, doesn’t differentiate between products sufficiently, A-G would be better 
Expert panel seems to have potential for providing a balanced view 
 
BRE: 

• Weighting is a subjective issue and has been considered because no 
scientific method exists to rate the relative importance of different 
environmental impacts.  However, by using experts who understand the 
scientific background to the environmental issues we are considering, their 
impact locally, nationally and globally, and their importance now and in the 
future, we hope to make the exercise as scientific and rigorous as we can, 
whilst recognising it is based on value judgments.   

• The weighting methodology will be published and the analysis of the exercise 
will be reported in detail. However we are unlikely to reveal the individual 
weightings given by named experts. 
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• An external peer reviewer, Professor Alan Pearman, Professor of 

Management Decision Analysis, University of Leeds will be reviewing the 
method, and the analysis undertaken to ensure rigour and transparency.  

• We have considered bringing the experts together for a facilitated discussion 
session rather than using the web-based questionnaire described, but as the 
experts we are intending to use are based internationally, are very senior 
within their organisations and are expensive to employ, this was not 
considered feasible either practically in terms of availability or financially.   

• Sensitivity analysis will be undertaken and details provided in the final report. 
  
The Panel 
How will independence of panel be verified? 
Experts must be unbiased  
Credentials of the expert panel should be transparent. 
Many experts / stakeholders / lay people will have a different perception of 
environmental impact. 
To say the Experts will ‘hold the whole environmental picture, be independent and 
have access to the latest science’ is a sweeping statement 
Be helpful to know who and how many will be on the panel. 
Panel should be approved by industry stakeholders. 
 
The following suggestions for panel members have been made: 

• Professor Roland Clift OBE FEng FIChemE FRSA, Surrey University 
• Sean Shiels, Environment Agency (formerly BNFL) 
• A representative of WWF 
• 3 names suggested to represent the PVC sector 

 
BRE 

• The intention is that the experts will be selected on the basis of their 
reputation, experience, knowledge and independence.  Experts will be asked 
to provide information on any links with the construction or materials sector 
and these will be reviewed for bias.  

• No expert panel will hold the ‘whole’ environmental picture but we believe that 
they will have as broad an awareness as a group as is possible at this time. It 
is hoped that the larger variations in opinion seen throughout society will be 
less so in the expert group.  

• Professor Roland Clift is a good example of the calibre of panel member we 
are seeking.  The Director of the Centre for Environmental Strategy at the 
University of Surrey, Guildford, he is a member of the Royal Commission on 
Environmental Pollution, a member of the International Expert Group on 
application of Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) to waste management and chairs the 
Engineering Council’s Working Party to draft a Code of Professional Practice 
and Guidelines on “Engineering for Sustainable Development”. 

• It is BRE’s intention to seek a senior representative from the Environment 
Agency, and from one or more NGOs such as WWF. For the purposes of 
ensuring impartiality we are not planning to approach  individuals 
representing a single sector. 

 
Web Study 
Stakeholders opinion of lower value?  
How are industry sectors’ responses weighted?  
Confirmation of how voting shares are allocated by sector  
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Stakeholders consultation a waste of their time  
Either run in series and only consult stakeholders if necessary or do in parallel and 
have the stakeholders result influence the final outcome  
What if panel and web study derive significantly different results? 
 
BRE 

• One of the reasons BRE discounted the idea of using stakeholders to provide 
the actual weightings was the difficulty in “weighting” the responses.  For 
example, one sector might give a single, overall response, whilst another 
might leave it to individual companies to respond.  Additionally, should the 
various sectors, eg Architects, local Government, Manufacturers have their 
responses weighted equally?  As any choice would only be adding to the 
subjective nature and possible bias of the exercise it was considered more 
scientific to use the expert panel. 

• BRE are committed to using the expert panel to derive the weightings and 
only if the panel members derive significantly differing results amongst 
themselves will the web results be used to derive the weightings. 

• Reasons for doing the web study at all then?: 
o To use if the expert panel results are unusable 
o Open up important avenues of discussion among stakeholders on the 

area of environmental impact weighting 
o As research to discover the best approach to use in future. As the 

approach to this problem is evolving in the LCA community we 
propose an innovative solution that will provide an answer to the 
immediate need as well as offer insights into the way forward. The 
web based study will provide essential information for the short and 
long term development of the process.  

o Running the web survey after the expert panel would extend the 
timeline of the project and delay publication 

• The stakeholders exercise will offer a great deal of information to the analysis 
team to interrogate some of the trends both in the stakeholders exercise and 
the expert panel results. Having all results available at this point would be 
prudent and of value. 

• Reporting of results 
o The web based survey will be one person one vote 
o Results will be analysed by category groups eg Local Government, 

academics, activists, material producers etc 
o Special subcategory analysis will be done for the materials producers 

eg timber, steel, cement, PVC etc 
o Any differences in results of expert panel and stakeholders will be 

visible 
o Any differences in results between stakeholders will be visible 

• Respondents will be asked to answer questions impartially and honestly and 
can do so knowing that the final weightings will not be swaying by any single 
group of stakeholders. 

 
Weightings – Results  
Stakeholders to have chance to interrogate the differences from current weightings 
and to understand where the changes come from. 
See examples of how impact a cross section of profiles in the Green Guide  
Results must be presented to stakeholders with time for fair review. 
Will the results of both exercises be publicised?  
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BRE 

• Results of both surveys will be published and the changes from the existing 
weightings will be made explicit.  However it will not be possible to ascertain 
the reasons why weightings have changed as this would be too great a 
burden for those undertaking the exercise, if they have to provide reasons for 
their answers to over 70 questions.  

• In the event of a significant stakeholders challenge to the results a process of 
decision will be implemented which will involve firstly the Project Steer Group 
and if necessary the Sustainable Construction Board, an independent 
committee of stakeholders representatives who will facilitate towards a 
mutually agreeable solution (see PSG Terms of Reference for governance 
structure). 

• By considering the weightings exercise without any awareness of how final 
Green Guide ratings will turn out assists in avoiding imparting bias and thus 
maintains the impartiality of the process. Final Green Guide rating will only be 
available some time after the final weightings are determined. 

• BRE have offered the opportunity in the past for clients to view results where 
different weightings are used to see the degree of change. Such results can 
be used by companies in promoting their product providing the circumstances 
underpinning the results are made explicit and it is made clear that the results 
are not based on the Environmental Profiles Methodology.. 

 
Respondents  
British Cement Association (BCA) 
Corus Group 
Cementitious Slag Makers Association (CSMA) 
H W Plastics 
Kingspan Insulation 
Rockwool 
Timber Trade Federation 
Marley Building Materials 
BioRegional 
John Bowdidge (Representing CPA as Life Cycle Assessment methodology peer 
reviewer) 
Abdale Associates 
Halcrow Group Ltd 
NBS 
 
Process regarding BRE response to Stakeholders feedback on briefing notes 
The following process will be adopted for the communication of BRE's position on 
stakeholders feedback to this briefing note: 

 
• Feedback from all respondents has been collated by BRE and a response 

prepared. This document is BRE's position on the points raised, including 
a justification and rationale for the position taken.  

• Any disagreement should in the first instance be immediately tabled to 
BRE, by response to this mail and by 8th August 2005 

• BRE will then consult with the relevant parties to try to seek resolution. 
• If there is still a disagreement on BRE’s position, the issue will be tabled 

to the Project Steering Group (PSG), either via email, or at the next 
meeting (which ever is soonest) to seek resolution.  
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• If resolution cannot be achieved, any member of the PSG can take the 

issue further by tabling the issue (with BRE support) to the Sustainable 
Construction Board, an independent committee of industry 
representatives who will make the final decision (see PSG Terms of 
Reference for governance structure). 

 
Please direct all further responses to:- 
 

greenguide@bre.co.uk 
 

BRE Environment 
BRE, Garston, Watford 
WD25 9XX 

 

mailto:greenguide@bre.co.uk

